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Draft 0.4 of the Parlay 6 (ETSI OSA4) requirements has been available from June 2004. Contained in this requirements document are two requirements, one entitled ‘Service Brokering’ and a further requirement entitled ‘Service Chaining’. 

Whilst AePONA agrees with the need to produce APIs to address the technical issues presented in these requirements, it also considers that there are considerable technical overlaps for the two existing requirements. In addition the current wording of the requirements, suggests a particular architecture and solution is being considered, and may result in a restrictive or poorly defined API for broad industry acceptance.

AePONA wishes to propose that the two existing requirements be merged into a single requirement, and in so doing refine the Parlay/ETSI requirements wording to a more abstract requirement statement, such that multiple solution candidates addressing several service broker use cases can be put forward to fulfil the revised requirement.

What follows, is the relevant sections of the current Parlay/ETSI requirements document, with comments detailing the problems of the existing wording and a suggested revised wording.

AePONA would propose that the Joint Working Group review and approve the revised wording. In addition, if agreement can be reached on the wording, AePONA would also wish to propose that an equivalent requirement be produced for 3GPP Release 7, as the need for service brokering is not restricted to fixed networks, and indeed is a key problem area for mobile networks. AePONA feels that the 3GPP specifications for OSA would be improved greatly through the addition of a service brokering API.

AePONA do not propose to introduce the Parlay/ETSI text, in its entirety, into the 3GPP stage 1, as it contains a level of technical detail not usually contained in the stage 1 document. However if agreement on this requirement can be achieved during the Barcelona meeting, AePONA would request an indication of support from 3GPP member companies and propose drafting a stage 1 contribution to release 7. AePONA propose to use the CN5 email exploder to review and approve an appropriate stage 1 contribution, as the next SA1 meeting is in January 2005.

6.5 Service Brokering

Source: POIG Rome 2003

The concept of Service brokering in this context is the ability to package and re-sell a set of applications onwards to a user either on behalf of an external Service provider or Gateway provider or both.

AePONA Comment: Restricting this to service providers or gateway configurations restricts the scope and benefits of the service capability that is required, and fails to address all interactions.
Service Brokering inherently has a number of problems associated with it, namely that of Service Selection and Feature Interaction. 

Therefor whenever an event is received by a Gateway, targeted towards a particular user, there is a need to ensure that the set of Services subscribed by that user are invoked in a sequence that does not negate any other service in his or her group of services.

AePONA Comment: The use of the word ‘sequence’ above implies synchronous invocation which should not be a restriction – asynchronous invocation should also be allowed)
Example:

A user subscribes to Call Forwarding. In this example callMonitorMode is set to interrupt. Whenever this service is active all calls will be processed by the Application and the calls targeted towards a particular terminal address.

The User then decides that they would like to also subscribe to Call Baring.  The Call Baring  service also sets callmonitorMode to interrupt.  Clearly the problem that now results is that both services require the same event and therefore there is a conflict that needs to be resolved by the gateway; “which service do I invoke first?” 

AePONA Comment: Again, this appears to suggest synchronous operation only. A more appropriate question should be “how do I handle invoking both services at the same time?”).
 There is therefore a need to define a mechanism that will order any group of services that are subscribed by a user, in such a way that all services are applicable and capable of being invoked if necessary.  In this case the ‘new mechanism’ would ensure that Call Baring is invoked first and then if the calling party is defined as an acceptable caller, the gateway (SCS) would then invoke call Rorwarding ensuring a successful completion of the call.

Proposal

We therefore propose that a new process be defined called Service Subscription Function.  This SSF (for short) has associated with it, a set of Meta Data whose task is to analyse any feature interaction problems with a set of Services subscribed by a user and then to order those services within the Users Profile in such a way that if the same network event is requested for more than one service, then the invocation of the services are invoked in the correct sequence.

The SSF can either be a standalone new function associated with each SCS or a function invoked by the Policy Management SCS , in which case all SCS’s will need to be Policy enabled, so that at run time network events can be associated with the Users profile via the Policy Management SCS.

AePONA Comment: Whilst agreeing with the paragraphs above, these appear to be proposing a possible solution rather than defining the requirements. Defining a more abstract requirement allows all suitable proposals, including any not mentioned above to be considered equally.
AePONA Proposal:

AePONA considers that the above requirement and that for service chaining detailed in both 6.8 and 7.5 are closely related, and in addition the current wording of each of the requirements assumes a particular architecture or possible solution. In both existing wordings, AePONA have provided comments were we feel there are limitations or concerns regarding the existing wording. AePONA would like to recommend that an alternate, more abstract requirement wording be introduced such that possibly a range of possible architectural solutions can be supported, resulting in a set of abstract APIs that may be used to fulfil a range of suitable solutions.  In so doing a range of stage 2 and stage 3 options can be put forward to address the requirement and result in the best possible solution. AePONA would therefore like to propose the following revised wording;
Proposed New Requirement Wording:
Service Brokering inherently has a number of problems associated with it, including those of Service Selection, Service Provisioning, Feature Interaction and Service Chaining. The concept of Service brokering in this context is the ability to package, provision and supply a set of applications or services onwards to a consumer of such a package of applications or services, such that when a given event results in possibly multiple application or service usage at a given point, the usage of the applications or services is resolved in a defined fashion transparent to the consumer. Therefore whenever an event occurs, there is a need to ensure that the set of applications or services that may act upon that event are invoked in a manner that does not negate any other application or service defined in the provisioned package of applications or services. 

Examples:

· A network event such as a call trigger may result in the need to resolve between different services and service delivery platforms.

· A Parlay/OSA SCS may receive or generate an event that requires the use of further Parlay/OSA SCSs, for example Policy Management, Charging etc., transparent to the application using the SCS.

· A Parlay/OSA SCS may generate an event that may result in the need to resolve between multiple Parlay/OSA applications.

Requirement:

Provide a Parlay / OSA Service Brokering API capable of supporting the following features;

· Provisioning and Management of all necessary service brokering data

· Run-time evaluation of service brokering data to control execution of service scenarios

· Transparent of service brokering location, including support for network service brokering, Parlay/OSA SCS service brokering and Parlay/OSA application service brokering.

6.8 Service Chaining

Source:
FTW (bessler@ftw.at)

AePONA Comment: This requirement is fully duplicated in section 7.5 also. AePONA propose that both 6.8 and 7.5 are removed as the functionality sought in response to the details that follows, can be supported through the revised wording provided earlier.
One of the functions required in Parlay is the possibility to combine services into another service. The current proposal can be a (partial) solution to the functions: feature interaction, service brokering, service chaining, or services with different level of abstractions. 
An example for the need of this functionality is the interaction of two call control services subscribed by the same subscriber: call barring and call forwarding: the client applications use the same events to perform different actions: a broker has to decide to which client application to send the event, based on additional information, for example call forwarding shall be performed  after 5pm. 

AePONA Comment: The wording above assumes that the service interaction exists purely between two Parlay based applications, whereas call barring may be supported on an alternate platform.

In the original Parlay architecture clientApplications can use only the services available in the OSA/Parlay gateway (see figure). The proposed approach is implemented in the application server and is based on the following observation: allow a clientApp to become a service, provided it implements the IpServ interface as well.  As a service, it may expose more abstract interfaces to its clients:  one can realize building blocks from a set of simple basic services without changing or breaking any Parlay rule or interface (see [1]). 

AePONA Comment: This wording is suggesting a possible solution architecture that has significant requirement changes on the existing Parlay architecture, Framework, use of Service Type definitions, Cross Domain provisioning, and definition of coherent service blocks akin to SIBs. This is possibly quite a significant extension to existing Parlay requirements within what appears to be a single simple functional requirement.
In this way higher levels of abstraction such as the Parlay-X ones can be easily reached Also the logic needed for handling the event for the call forwarding and call barring service in the example above could be implemented in a VAS block. Simple case of feature interaction should be also possible. 

AePONA Comment: The solution sought appears limited to application service interaction only and fails to consider SCS or network service interaction as detailed in the proposed new wording. In addition the application interworking is assumed to be resolved through the use of Parlay X , which although valid may be too restrictive, as OSA applications may also be required to resolve such service interactions.

The price to be paid with this solution is the more complex deployment. The registration at the framework begins with the low level services and continues with the value-added services (VAS) (which can be in an other domain than the network operator).




[1] J. Gross, F. Wegscheider, J. Zeiss, Corba Component based implementation of telecom services building blocks, EDOC 2003, Brisbane, Australia
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